Joff Morley, Outlook 11/19/96 

The Washington Post 
1190 15 St 1IW 
Vashineton, DC 20071 

hoar Jeff, 

After reading your non-rosponaiva tirade about my letter of the 11th X got 
my letter out and reread it, iiy last words in it, after I expressed concern that 
you may have hurt yourself, aro "I liope you learn from this* It could have been 
hurtful to you, 1 ' That is a bi ; less han calling you and "idiof" or a "shit." I 
could make the idiot case out that would do no good, A/l/d aerve no real interest, 

I also road your unsourced enclosure. It also goes into what y£u mention 
in your letter, consensus. Consensus based on uni^foriaji^ opinion is what you 
avcjveally talking about. 

As a reporter I believe you should believe th&t whore fact is available 
there is no substitute for fact , Yofit af^Tgtie that those who have not taken the 


time ond^rouble to learn the fact oul lix national pol^^y on th£ basis if ifehat Y 
they believe rather than the 3iact of wliich they oxe ignorant. 

I did refer to ycbur plug a3 unp^fessional and I see no reason to change ^ 
that at all. As I pointed out, you h otff reason to believe you should have checked 
with me and you did not, 

I am not responsible for your lack of subject-matter knowledge but you 

renponoinle for what y^u say and do based on tliat subject-matter ignorance. 

t 

Aft er getting from me wliat x wrote after the La Fonta^nerf crap appeared in 
Vy 

the Post you did not check a thing. You were aware of some of the lies tliat 
thejr crap depends on from what X wrote and you merely accepted their reformulation 
of the some lio3. 

You believe what yftu want to believe and you refuse to think of anything else. 
i ou concede, more or les, that their reference to what i wrote in Oswald in New 
firc^Qais is not £ xactly that bjjft 
tliat one and obhers. 

I did not tell you tliat I brought t ' all t/iose great "silicon Valley cavalry" 
documents to light yoSrs before tliat fool Adjj^s used FOIA to get them-^o long 
after they were public - seeking credit. My point was so you could evaluate them, 
wliat them say, what the ^claim-their abysmal s ubijcfic t-ma 1 1 e r ig^nro^uice. There iss 
absolutely no Elrod relevance, as there was no tramp relevance. And much as you want 
to believe wliat the LoFontaines say Elrod said, you were silent when 1 pointed 
out that on videotape he steadfastly refused t^/say anything at all like tliat. And 
they claimed to have 33 such cassettes. 

Whether or not there was a conspiracy is a matter of fact, not of opinion. 


ft at the some time you insis^on their fabrication, 


~z 


Official fact, too. tod it lias been readily available to you for year£ I put 
more the. enough of it together Iona' ago and more recently in HOVE R . AG AIN! 

You refer to "public enlightenment." That is not possible with ^lies, 
and what the LaFontainos put together was a string of Lies. • L t is not possible from 
fictions about 0 OT ^ad and toby being part of a gun-running combine and the other 
fiction tliat Oswald tallced when ho di.d not and could not liavo. 

There is not much possibility that there is a smoking gun in witliheld official 
files, to, there is not much possibility of any disclosure: from them solving the 
case. We thus are past the point '..here the official secfecy is thereal 

problem. The real problem is getting the official— establis£?ed truth to the people 
in some meaningful form. That is frustrated by the indecency of the La Fontain<£ 
whoring with our history as they do. They are cheap sensation-seekers and no more. 

There is no roleviint New Cleans evidonco that secrecy withheld from me. There 
certainly is not in the La %ntalne book, tod contrary to your use of the word, jt 
they did not put together any "evidence4" / hew or old in on honest or truthful 
account of Oswald. 

For the reco&d for history I wrote Such more about that indecency long ago. 

I wrote you in your interest but you are hung up on implausible, impossible theories 
for which yoJseelc a consensus tliat would in the end, at some potot, deny the 
people the truth. 

If you want to finj/cut just how baj| your judgement was , X tliinlc your departure 
from professionalism, come up and I'll go over that disgrace of a book with you 
page by page until even you have enough. 

/ "-.that 

I some time ago completed the rpugli deaft of a boofythnt deal with what^ESKisss 
Bescliloss quote you used suggests . The titlo is Vlak eth t/ie Wattejmiajl. 

On page 3 of your en/cosure you refer to a senior ClA official noting objections 
to a curious order from his superiors to itocico O.jty to prevent the inten-ogation 
of a woman you do not name. I'd like Wfie^that. If it refers to it was the 

Ac thal; eot th0 ^ oc ' ala to interrogate and beat her ujb. (firf ^ c V’kJ A I 

lou arq quite wrong, and tiiiis underscores your subject-matter ignorance des— 
pi to what you v/rite me, in saying that there can be no "final judgement" on v/hethor 
there was a conspiracy "untii^he CIA. and the FiSI release all the re/evant inf orma^tion r 
in their possession." This makes you whtft you condemn, a conspiracy theorist. The 
fact is available. A ou have ignored it cliasing tliose thoories and besmirching 
yourself with the LaFontaines. too 0 spell their name in their book La Fontaine. 

Tlrnt you can say this tells me you liavo not read my jllVER AGAINlj I liave the documents 
on which the beginning is baaed ♦ 

If I did nob want you not to hurt yourself more than you have, and I include 


ill ilr&j'zftg professional hurl;, I'd not have written you at all. There wa 3 no 
undoing wl£\t you bid done. Writing you did me no good, H* took time of wliich ± 


4, 


pi have so little from wiiat I do w-nt to do and iiave been doling as diligently as 
is noi/poc^ible for me at 83 , enfeebled and having been hospitalised twice this 


year for congestive heart failur9^foo a total of six weeks. 

You <*|Jiave and are f ami Jiar with Oswald i n ffe w Or leans . Ask yourself hjw 
#ou did not, and why you did ndj^ ask me about what they wrote about what I 
wrote in it. As yourself also when you know me why you did not ask me about what 
they wrote about New Orleans and about Oswald there, ^an it be other than that 
you did not want to ^v^ainy doubt cast on what you wanted to believe so much? 

Was not that alone unprofessional of you? 

I did not exaggerate in telling you how dishonest, how inaccurate, the 
La Fontaines are. 

And it is not possible to ocaggoratehow utterltj removed they aro from the 
fact of the JFK assassination- the official fact tiiat is beyond reasonable 
question. 


Yoy are not even aware of the existence of that fact, are you? A 

Sincerely, jLi) AsM/fy 

k y typing hu3 deteriorated to where when J- can *j ldtwhat I've typed wait over- 
night in the hope oi catching most of the errors. Jhiss^oui^ttitudc^ have linger- 
ed in my mind. What you are insensitive to * is that you take the position, without 
being aware oi it, tnat what is wrong for the government is right for its critics, 
or that it is wrong for the government to lie to the ypeopfe but right for the La 
Fontaines and those who support their ignorance and lies to lie to the people. 

You also believe t/int because you have not taken the time to learn the 
meaning of the ofirciall^e^tablishod fact that officialdom lied abou^(and I dm 
not use the word *lie" too mi^oh when there are such lies as I refer to) others 
should compromise , forget the ■jttruth for what you refer to as a consensus, beach 
a consensus on the irrelevant? ^'n lies • u n fabrications? On the end product of 
literary whoring with our itistory-and future and present? 

We had a coup d'etat. Any presidential assassination lias that effect but 
tills one seems to have had the intent, too, As X said above, before ^eschloss and 
ac book length X considered that. I am also tl^o first member of my family born into 
freedom-over. So, aside from what 1 believe is the obligation of all citizens I 
believe 1 owe something in return for wiiat became mine with the accident \<£ my 
birth. What owe includes not compromising truth on this, as important an issue 
as our society can face. 
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How I bo; ;ii WvEIt ACICiIi ( ! is documented, beyond reasonable qu^ti? ning. There 
war; a dc facto ofi'ic. al conspiracy on the highest .level to designate Oswald the 
lone assassin almost the minute ho was killed and not to investigate the crime 
itself. The crime itself was never investigated, all that was done was wliat could 
be done to make as much of a case as possible for Oswald as the lone assassin. 

In the course of this some of the truth could not bo avoided. So, it Mas omitted 
and lied about. The actual official evidence is that Oswald could 1 /ot have been 
the assassin and the assassination itself was beyond the capability^ any one 
man. I've published thi 3 , with the names of those who did wrong, and in more 
than 30 years i have yet to got a letter or a call from any one of them pro- 
testing tliat I was unfair or in accurate in what I wrote about him. 

Iou '11 fin^fno smoking gun in any documents to be released because there 
was no official investigation of the crime itself. 

*nd |;hoce writing about t is "now" evidence are ignorant of the "old" 
evidence and make mistakes if we assume only the best intentions. Thus you will 
find in ^ewman's Oswald a nd the Girl , which does hot connect them at all, that 
Castro was behind the assassination. There is little loss liely than that! How 

| j 111.,. ^ 

ewrnan gets there id also quite incorrect. It was a great disappointment to mo* 

When there is, re thox’e is, truth on this, for me there 13 no compromise with 
truth, and that is what the consensus you seek is. 

I established some of this truth in court. I used a means of my ovm to do / 
that* I faced nonstop lying, of tun perjur#, in those FuIA cases. Instead of re- 
springing with lawyer's arguments and pleading I sifted under oath tliat the FBI 
agents were perjurers. That made perjurj most material. If I lie^ I was a perjurer, 
and I was lacing those who do the charging. I was not once charged with perjury, 
even with error. Putting your head on the block is not an everyday way of estabO 
lishing truth but it is one that makes compromising on tho truth more difficult. 

For me, on tills, impossible. (Hot the only risk I ran.) 

If you believe what Newman wrote about Oswald, which is all wrong, I cap see 
how i i, could tempt you to credit the La Fontaines# Kewjan also did no checking. I 
can^t/con blnuo bl\is fox’evor but I Hid a littlo.Ioix may recall that I was impressed 
by whab you wrote about wliat he said to the bonyei’s committee and tlrf^ough you got 
•hi touch with him. Invited him up. for tliat Thanksgiving, lie and liio wife came. He 
.iucfc saj/ and gave ill me the eye until aft .er v;e ate. i: e said little. I was not 
unaware and w as amused# It told me that 1111 intelligence ho was never a spook. AA e 1 d 
nob ha/c been that obvious. But I kept telling him tilings I thought could interest 
him. Including tho correct number attriWed to Oswald as some kind of agent. It was 
not and Hanlon knew it was not SI 70, a number Lonnie lludkins made up. It wa 3 11066y. 


I took him into my office and told him I made a copy of tf^at record for Ipja. I 
then discovejjed^fci'at it and about t (fo inches of that Oswald file drawer had been 
stolen and the§eis no doubt who mid for w /pm because nobody else had access to 
it. -o I t(5>ld ^ohm how he could get it at the Archives. % called me the first 
working day in excitement. He'd found it where I said and it said what 1 said! 

j| also showed him the official proof that as a Marine u swald had CUYPi’O 
security clearance, suppressed from all assassination records. I started to make a 
copy for him and he inSisted that I not bother, that he'd get it for himself. As 
you may recall my office is small and the distance between tliat file cabinet and 
our copier is not much more than a yard. 

Anyway, you did not see the correct number attributed to Oswald in hio book. 
Nor that °swald had tliat high se curity clearance. TOP SECRET was a prerequisite. 

Did not either belong there. Not both, really? 

Especially when you consider tliat the number is consistent with CIA number- 
ing and not with the FBI's. 


Official documentation of Oswald having tliat kind of clearance nrid15± it id 
not an essential in Oswald and the CIA? 

-vfxth all the records I liave tliat 1 lot others have free Newman left without 
one, reiuing any, and was never back to look afi any of the other records all can liave. 


/ 
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